We begin with the awareness that the topic of Luther and the Jews is hardly a new one. Some of Luther's contemporaries were troubled by the invective he poured out on a people with whom he was not personally well acquainted.
To their credit, many Lutheran churches -particularly in Germany and North America -have recognized the effects of Luther's writings and denounced them. On the occasion of Luther's 500 th birthday in 1983, building on a succession of Lutheran-Jewish dialogues both internationally and in many regional churches, the Lutheran World Federation issued a call to its member churches to delve more deeply into the issues. 6 That 500 th anniversary provided ample opportunity for a closer examination and assessment also by many scholars. In the resulting give and take, debates about what seemed for a long time to be a shift in attitude from the "early Luther" to the "later Luther" have swirled around historical, theological, psychological, and rhetorical factors. Important distinctions have been drawn between his attitude toward Jews and his attitude towards Judaism, showing a greater continuity throughout his career in his antipathy to Jewish belief and practice. 7 Beyond the scholarly debates, however, the churches have recognized an undeniable moral obligation to renounce the defamation and abuse that Luther heaped on the Jewish people and their religion.
Lutheran and Christian Remediations
The Evangelical Lutheran Church in America -my own church home -in 1993 voted to address the issue and in 1994 it issued its Declaration to the Jewish Community. 8 The Declaration has taken its place among a wide range of Christian statements addressing not only Luther's vitriol but also the longer history of Christian anti-Jewish hermeneutics and theology. Substantial and valuable collections of these statements have been published in both English and German. 9 They exposition of "The German Prophet" by Anna Ilgenstein-Ratterfeld, who casts Hitler as the antitype of Luther (179) (180) (181) (182) (183) (184) (185) (186) (187) (188) (189) (190) (191) (192) (193) (194) (195) (196) (197) (198) and, "Godesburg Declaration, The work of remediation in regard to Luther's controversial theology and combative style has also occupied Lutherans in recent decades in relation to the Roman Catholic community. One element of that process of dialogue and theological rapprochement offers a meaningful contribution to Lutheran-Jewish relations.
In 1999 the Vatican's Council for Promoting Christian Unity and the Lutheran World Federation signed a Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification (JDDJ).
11 In Luther's writings, the opponents of the gospel were frequently an undifferentiated agglomeration of "Jews, Turks, heretics, and papists," 12 all of whom he saw as claiming righteousness based on works and thus implying that "Christ died in vain" (Gal 2:21) . This violated his doctrine of justification, which is the "first and chief article" of faith, the "ruler and judge of all other Christian doctrines" in Luther's theology and the Reformation (JDDJ 1). Roman Catholics, das-judentum). See also the online research collection of statements and documents at Dialogika (http://www.ccjr.us/dialogika-resources/documents-and-statements). 10 Martin Luther, [26] [27] as "papists," were thus branded with the "legalist" and "Pelagian" labels and portrayed as fundamentally opposed to the truth of Luther's gospel.
The Joint Declaration and the three decades of dialogue the preceded its adoption fashion a common ground for the different Lutheran and Roman Catholic emphases in the doctrine of justification. Roman Catholic emphases on human responsibility and the renewal of the justified in righteous living are affirmed by the Lutheran church alongside the Lutheran emphases on the sufficiency of God's grace and the dangers of hubris and self-justification; so, too, the Roman Catholic church affirms core Lutheran emphases alongside its own distinctive theological formulations. The respective, mutual condemnations of the Council of Trent and the Lutheran Confessions on these points are formally set aside in light of the joint declaration.
In taking this step, the Lutheran community implicitly also has addressed the theological content of Luther's opposition to Judaism, which also centered on justification. Luther was convinced that Jews relied on their own works and the performance of the Law to gain a right relationship with God. If the descendants of Luther's "papists" can be understood more generously and less polemically in their dialectical construal of grace and faithfulness, perhaps the descendants of Luther's "Jews" can also be engaged in fresh ways.
My colleague in Bonn, Andreas Pangritz, and his teacher, Friedrich-Wilhelm Marquardt, have challenged the JDDJ because it still asserts that "Christ has fulfilled the law and … has overcome it" ( §31). This, they argue, reinforces the fundamentally anti-Jewish stance of Christian self-understanding and leaves the church in its age-old supersessionist posture. In their view, by reaching common agreement on this characterization of Christ as the solution to the "problem" of the Law, Lutherans and Roman Catholics tragically and inexcusably reinforce the church's anti-Judaism for a new ecumenical era. Pangritz writes, "Lutherans and Roman Catholics agreed in an anti-Judaic understanding of justification by faith alone without works of the law…. It seems to me that the Joint Declaration has not taken account of the new perspectives on Paul. Therefore, it is not helpful in Jewish-Christian relations."
13 While I grant that he is correct to note that the full assertion of JDDJ is that Christ "has overcome [the law] as a way to salvation" ( §31), I would draw a different conclusion regarding the larger issue.
The JDDJ's sentence addresses a Christian neuralgia, not a Jewish error. Only those who think that Jews believe that the law saves will read this as antiJewish. They are mistaken in what they think, though, because Jews do not believe that the law saves (if "saving" is even a meaningful category for the Jewish community).
Jews do live by Torah, but they are not saved by it. Their sustaining relationship with God is established by God's will and power, embodied both in the choosing of Abraham and in the Exodus and expressed throughout centuries as a covenantal commitment to be Israel's God. No longer one among the many peoples of a world of Babel, they are the people descended from Abraham and Sarah, called out by God to be a blessing. No longer the people of Pharaoh as slaves in Egypt, they become Israel, the people of God, and the life of Torah is given to characterize their life as God's people. Torah thus is no more the redemptive force which makes that faithful life in Torah possible than "love one another" is the redemptive force that makes Christian life in Christ possible.
The problem, then, lies not in the text of JDDJ, but with thinking that "[the law] as a way of salvation" refers to Judaism. It is true that Luther suffered from this misunderstanding, like virtually all of his contemporaries and not a few people today -perhaps even some of the authors of JDDJ. However, in JDDJ, Lutherans have acknowledged that Luther similarly misunderstood, or at least exaggerated, the degree to which the Roman Catholic hierarchy promoted law as the way to salvation. JDDJ specifically takes a step back from -or beyond -that mischaracterization, while allowing for differences in emphasis between Lutherans and Roman Catholics. In that regard, rather than as a model for presenting Paul's understanding of the law, this statement can also be taken as a precedent for respecting another difference, here between the Jewish emphasis on Torah as the way of life and the Lutheran emphasis on the grace by which God through faith makes any people the people of God (Gal 3:6-9; Rom 3:28-4:25).
To return to the focal issue of Lutheran responses to the church's anti-Jewish heritage: the churches have indeed reflected on the past and on changed realities in the present, expressing their contrition and desire for reconciliation with the Jewish people. That is what the first five R's of the past several decades have achieved. But their backward glance and spiritual audit only achieve so much. Harold Ditmanson, the prominent American Lutheran interfaith leader who assembled "key Lutheran statements" as Stepping Stones to Further JewishLutheran Relationships, said in his introduction to that collection in 1990:
There is little gain in fixing sole or major responsibility on Luther. That oversimplifies the problem…. The difficult task of reconsidering the traditional theology of replacement must be carried forward because we have come to recognize the unstable character of a position that is limited to or aims primarily at the goal of defusing antisemitism and treating Jewish neighbors with respect and justice. 14 In the spirit of Ditmanson's wise counsel, I would suggest that there remain before us three more Rs, beyond the five that have already shaped JewishChristian relations over the past half-century and more. The three additional Rs will occupy the balance of this study.
Remaining Remediations: Reformulate, Recognize, and Reconcile
The first remaining R is to reformulate Christian theology. Various individuals, over half a century now, have contributed elements of such reformulation. It seems to me, however, that the individual efforts have not yet coalesced into a Christian theology that fully relinquishes the adversus Judaeos hermeneutics which gave rise to the teaching of contempt. Friedrich-Wilhelm Marquardt and Paul Van Buren still stand as the pre-eminent figures in attempting to articulate such a theology most fully. 15 Their work has been with us now for several decades and I wonder how many of the seminaries include them in the core curriculum -or at all?
In the American context, the significance of this omission is not restricted to arcane theological studies. The fundamental dynamic of adversus Judaeos hermeneutics is a splitting of human community and religious thought into dichotomies, so that understanding Christianity requires first that one understand how it is not Judaism. Rosemary Radford Ruether's classic article demonstrated that the splitting of prophetic speech is a key strategy of the adversus Judaeos tradition. When early church theologians actualized the words of Isaiah and Jeremiah, Amos and Hosea, and other prophets of biblical Israel, they taught that all the condemnations and judgment fall on the Jews, while all the promises and restoration come to the church.
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"They taught" -and the church learned too well; the dynamic of splitting has become a hallmark of the Western Christian theological tradition. It is foundational to its understanding of sin and violence. Whether with Jung we want to go farther and suggest that it is fundamental to the structure of the human self, I will leave to others. For the church it is enough to recognize that its structures of theology can easily endorse such a pernicious worldview. "Anathema sit" -it is condemned. How much of ecclesiastical history is littered with that comprehensive judgment?
That splitting is also now the American experience in terms of race and religion. The Black Lives Matter movement calls out systemic racism and there is a documented upsurge in religiously targeted bigotry and violence. It was in many ways the church and its supersessionist habits that taught Americans how to in- (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1980 , 1983 , 1988 stall white supremacy as a structural tool of power. 17 The model can work with any group. When we begin with the dichotomy between "our" righteousness and "their" unrighteousness, our selective attention begins to see only the unrighteousness in the other. With any degree of power we can then impose an imperial definition on the other as categorically unrighteous, and soon a whole segment of humanity has become alienated from what we consider human. And once "they" are less than human, or other than human….
In trying to address this, I have to make an important distinction. On the one hand, Christian faith teaches that there is no way to eradicate the sinfulness of this tendency. That is: no theology, no doctrinal purity, no new scholarship, no courageous confession will disentangle Christians entirely from sinfulness. People will continue to live with the tendency to use everything -and particularly religionto advance ourselves at the expense of others and in defiance of God. Mea culpa, mea maxima culpa. An essential part of confession, however, is a commitment to the amendment of life, an earnest effort to live differently from what previously led to sinful acts. And in that regard that there is much to be gained from the New Perspectives on Paul.
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One of the particular insights of that scholarly endeavor, also underway now for more than a half-century, is that Paul recognized the emergent Christian faith as the "new kid on the block." Unlike the circumstances in later Christendom and even now in a post-Christian era, it was not Judaism that needed to be justified or affirmed. Paul knew for certain the dignity and value of the Jews before God, that "to them belong the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises" (Rom 9:4 NRSV). What did need explaining was this new experience of the God of Israel working outside the community to offer covenantal life to the gentiles. "Or is God the God of Jews only?" as he asks in Romans 3:29.
Paul's career is marked throughout by his struggle to show how God's gracious will, which Jews knew in the faithfulness of Abraham and redemption from slavery in Egypt, also now extends to gentiles in the faithfulness of Christ and redemption from slavery to sin. Or, as the Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland said in its synod in November 2016: "the trust in God's promise to Israel and the confession of Jesus Christ belong together. The mystery of God's revelation encompasses both." God's commitment to Israel, then the paradigm Christians can offer the world will change. The focus of the Christian challenge and calling will be able to shift.
No longer will the church feel compelled to defend its truth against assault by another's falsehood; it will be freed to seek the meaning of Christian truth as it relates to God's faithfulness to those who do not share that understanding of truth. It will be able to shift from honing the ability to convince others to be Christian to clarifying for the Christian community itself and for others just who Christians are and how they engage with a pluralistic world. That has implications for reformulating all of Christian theology, not as piecemeal modifications but from the core outward.
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A second R that remains is the recognition that "the land" is integral to the promise to Israel and bears intrinsic meaning for the Jewish people. This is a fraught arena in the context of contemporary geopolitics and internal Christian diversity. By no means can the church simply say that God gave the land to Israel and therefore the current State of Israel is uniquely sanctioned by the divine will. Neither, though, can it say simply that present-day Israel has nothing to do with the Jews as a covenantal people of God and nothing to do with the promises of God to Israel in scripture.
To be frank about it, the Christian community over history has not exactly been expert at working out the theological meaning or righteous management of political sovereignty. The long history of pre-modern Christendom as a religiopolitical project brought very mixed outcomes. As the modern mentality emerged in autonomous nation-states, the separation of church and state that partly reflects Luther's two-kingdom theology has not improved the record very much. The oppressiveness of pre-modern imperialism and subsequent colonialism has simply given way to a rampant modern individualistic humanism in which the church has become nearly irrelevant. And now the capacity to engage seriously with the dangers of both models is smothered by the urgency of a conflict between them, as though they are the only choices.
The church needs to re-examine the biblical witness to discern a more promising path for political society. Part of that re-examination will deal with the creator of heaven and earth making promises of land and progeny and sovereignty to a particular people, Israel, but not exclusively to that people. "Are you not like the Ethiopians to me, O Israel? Did I not bring up Israel from Egypt, and the Philistines from Caphtor, and the Arameans from Kir?" asks the Lord through the prophet Amos (9:7). Again, and in this regard, "Can God be the God of Jews only? Is [God] not the God of gentiles also?" (Romans 3:29). The Bible suggests a dialectic between the particularity of Israel's experience and the divine commitment to all people and the whole of creation. Somewhere in that dialectic dwells a salutary framework of recognition that does not confer the privilege of exceptionalism; the present challenge is to articulate it judiciously.
I would suggest that such a framework casts God's work with biblical Israel as a paradigm of God's will for all nations, extending the promises and privileges of God's favor to other nations without removing them from Israel. Previous efforts to apply the model of Israel more widely have typically taken the course of universalizing and spiritualizing, so that Israel's particularity loses its meaning. But there is nothing in scripture to suggest that God's favor, extended to other nations, requires the eclipse of Israel's blessings. It is the same as with redemption: the promise to gentiles need not, and indeed cannot, eclipse the covenant with Israel.
When God called Israel into nationhood it was with the expectation that the earth had a place on it for them; so too with the Philistines and the Arameans. And so with all nations -when God calls any nation into existence in history it is with the expectation that they will have a place on the planet. Thus, on the one hand, Israel retains its particularity in its paradigmatic role as the indispensable scriptural model; on the other hand, under God's creative and providential power, every nation -including now the Palestinian nation -enjoys a divine dignity that stands together with Israel's.
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Thus, my first two Rs that remain for remediating the church's anti-Jewish heritage: reformulating theology and recognizing the integral place of land in the biblical covenant.
As we approach the third remaining R, reconciliation, it will be helpful to take one more backward glance: at the context in which Luther's vitriol was catalyzed into fuel for the "final solution to the Jewish question." The Jewish question that Nazism sought to "solve" was a nineteenth-century question, originally put to the Jewish people. It was, in fact, put directly in the form of twelve questions to the "assembly of Jewish notables" convened by Napoleon in 1806.
22 Taken together, Napoleon's set of questions asked whether Jews could live as loyal citizens of the empire. The question is ironic in retrospect, since Jewish people had, for more than a thousand years, effectively lived as loyal citizens of dozens of different political entities across Europe, North Africa, and the Middle East, successfully adapting themselves to local circumstance in myriad ways.
With the rise of the modern nation-state, the old question presented itself in a fresh way. Once again, both in their explicit reply to Napoleon and in their accommodation to the polities not only of France but of every European country and the United States and virtually everywhere they lived, Jews have presented the answer in the affirmative. Indeed, it was the highly successful integration of the Jewish community into modern German society that made it both the convenient target and the incredulous victim of Nazism's genocidal condemnation. Tragic as that irony is and complicit as many Lutherans were in exploiting it, the Jewish answer to the old question nevertheless seems to be well established. In the past half-century Lutherans, along with many others, have acknowledged that truth.
Yet there is a new "Jewish question," I would suggest. This question confronts not the Jews, but the churches first and then more generally the Western society which the churches have so deeply shaped. It is the church, in the person of Augustine, who first framed the categorical otherness of Jews in theological terms, and it is the church in concert with Christian rulers throughout the medieval period, who expanded that otherness to characterize Jews as religious, social, economic, and political aliens. In so doing, Christians have bequeathed to Western culture a broad sense of unease and discomfort with Jewish identity. This reaches beyond the specific foundational issues in Christian hermeneutics and theology to which the first two of the remaining R's, reformulating theology and recognizing the place of the land in the biblical witness, are addressed. It moves to the level of the arguably subconscious place that Jews have taken in the Western Christian worldview -a place that David Nirenberg has well documented in his expansive book on antisemitism.
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This new Jewish question is my third and final remaining R. It asks whether Christians and other members of Western liberal democracies can reconcile with the Jewish people as a normal part of their worldview and society. More particularly, can they remove the stigma of the alien that has attached to the Jewish community, allowing for the particularities of Jewish identity without fearing it as a subversive force? Can they normalize Jews in a worldview that also still leaves a distinctive Jewish identity intact, not having to erase it in a bland universalism or post-ethnic sensibility? Where are the resources, theologically and communally, that will enable engagement with Jews as real neighbors, unburdened by the rhetorical and metaphysical roles the West has required them to play for so many centuries?
This issue of reconciliation, the third remaining R, awaits further attention. In many ways, it is a question more for therapy than theology. In the case of individual psychic and emotional ghosts, we know that analyzing and understanding where they came from is only a first step; working out the catharsis and developing new emotional patterns without their neurotic interruptions is a longer, more complicated, more embodied and holistic process. So, too, with the ghosts of Jews that have been conjured collectively over centuries. We engage the process only partially through the intellect, for it requires also the shaping of new experiences, the commitment to building real relationships, the cultivation of respect and regard, the hard work of better communications.
Luther was speaking in sacramental terms when he commended such engagement as "the mutual conversation and consolation" of the community. 24 It is the experience of God's presence and the discernment of truth not in liturgical rites or discursive proclamation, but in human interaction. Luther himself had lit-tle interaction with Jews in sixteenth-century Wittenberg; the opportunities for encounter that he did have were burdened both by his own theological conundrums and by cultural norms that had been centuries in the making. His record is not the place to turn for a shining example of what is needed now. But in the "better judgment" of his full theological project, there remain resources for Lutherans and others to use in moving forward.
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Conclusion: Seeking New Horizons of the Lutheran Heritage
The church's complicity in the Shoah shattered Christian illusions about the benign purity of long-standing theological models and opened up a self-critique precisely at the point of the church's central confessional claims. How deeply does the adversus Judaeos hermeneutic shape the formulations of central symbols like the creeds, ecclesiological claims to be the "new" or "true" Israel, affirmations of fulfillment in regard to God's promises to biblical Israel, and Christological images (to name but a few of the more obvious loci for reconsideration)? Can the central theological article of the Reformation, such as justification by grace through faith, with its corollaries of the faithfulness of God, the hiddenness of God, and the freedom of the gospel, guide Lutherans, especially, in developing a new hermeneutical pattern that will carry the church beyond supersession and separation to affirm Christian continuity with and relationship to the Jewish community?
The statelessness of Europe's Jews under Nazism and their vulnerability to the resulting dehumanization cast the State of Israel and the "landedness" of God's promise to biblical Israel and its modern Jewish progeny in a particular light. That bleak period also stands as a continuing challenge to any Christian defense of a purely supranational community as an adequate protector of human rights. What relationship shall now be discerned between land and people in the biblical and historical witness of the people Israel to their national identity? Can the Reformation emphases of sola scriptura and the sola gratia, rather than closing off others' insights, open a way to understanding a living Word and abundant grace that shape and empower different peoples with diverse and particular vocations as witnesses to God's ultimate sovereignty?
The globalized community and instantaneous communications technologies of our times afford ample opportunity to engage with Jews in their authentic, kaleidoscopic self-expression even for those who have little occasion to encounter Jews in person. How long can false, fabricated projections of Jewish identity, which have cultivated antisemitic animus and a diffuse Gentile discomfort with Jews and Judaism, stand before the complex human realities that are now availa-ble on our many screens? The Reformation carried a conviction that the gospel always comes to people from outside themselves and that critical reason is a partner with holy scripture in discerning truth; can these build courage in individual Christians to open their senses and their hearts to a community too long obscured by doctrinal denunciations and rejected as essentially anachronistic?
With these questions I can offer here only hints of the particular ways in which Lutheran themes and theology might open the church to new horizons in its relationship with the Jewish people and with Judaism. Other Christian communities will contribute their own resources, and the Jewish community will be a critical, indispensable interlocutor in the process. As the next 500 years of the Lutheran witness rise ahead, Lutherans can turn the tools of their theological tradition toward fashioning effective responses to the remaining challenges bequeathed by Luther and the longer church tradition he conveyed, and fashion a new Lutheran heritage of engagement with Jews and Judaism.
